The objectives are clear, the methodology is well described and in accordance with the objectives. The statistical analysis is adequate. However, some clarifications are necessary.
1.The description of the results is exhaustive, although the authors refers a difference in some variable, such as gender, delivery place or mother smoke, where the values of the OR are not significant. By contrast, the authors refers that the variables related to moderate and severe underweigh are similar in the models , but some differences are shown in table 2 and 3 in both models, (eg delivery place, breast feeding). This is also refered at the end of the first paragraph of the discussion and it is confuse. Tables 2 and 3 show the levels used in the analysis: household, community and district, however, it is not clear to me if "district" is similar to division. The terminology used should be unified to facilitate the understanding of the results 3. The footnote does not correspond to the values that appear in the table 2.
2.
4. The discussion should include some explanation to justify that "mother smoke" was not significantly associated with underweight, probably due to the small number of smoking mothers. In the same way, some paragraph should be included to explain the lack of relationship between prenatal / postnatal care and underweight.
Minor point: the meaning GDP should appear
REVIEWER
Francesco Sera London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, UK REVIEW RETURNED 24-Feb-2019 GENERAL COMMENTS This is an interesting paper that evaluate factors associated with underweight children in Pakistan. The associations between several factors, measured at household and community level, with underweight prevalence were evaluated through a cross-sectional design. Data were collected via a two-stage stratified survey with communities and household as primary and secondary sample units respectively. The authors used multilevel models to analyse the data and this allows to measure also the quantify the degree of variability among levels (household, communities, districts As a minor issue: 1. On interpreting the results, the authors should take into account that they calculate odds ratios from cross-sectional data. The measures of association they used (Odds Ratios) represent ratio of odds and not ratio of prevalences. In particular, the Odds Ratios tend to higher respect to Prevalence rate ratios when the prevalence is higher. So, an OR equal to 1.5 mean that the odds (not the probability) of being underweight if 50% higher in the exposed groups respect the control one. Consequently, the sentence at page 10 lines 53-60 should be reformulated.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer # 1 1. 1. This is important study to understand the social determinants of underweight in under-five years children. I am wondering that the term under-nutrition address the stunting, underweight and wasting in children and why the authors only interested to design the study on underweight??? Please mention this in your introduction that why you was only interested to design the study exclusively on "underweight" with solid reference and justification in [7, 25, 39] . T is missing from "These" in above mentioned line. The above line has also not good impact for the readers. It is strongly recommended that discuss the previous studies in more rational way.
Revised as per guidance and explained the referred research in our discussion part for better understanding of the readers.
18
5. The whole discussion section is need to be improve. When your are comparing and supporting your findings with published studies you should also explain some background context of the studies that you have cited. You may explain the universe, methods and original context of the cited studies where you think these characteristics are important to mention to support the argument.
Thanks for the nice comments. We have revised this part and corrected as per the guidance.
17
6. Reference # 1,21,22 etc., is not up to standard. You may use the link of the web as well.
Thank you very much for your valuable comments. We have revised and corrected all the references.
21-24
7. Please proof read again to improve the English of this manuscript.
Good Luck
Reviewed by all authors and corrected the whole manuscript as per guidance.
1-24
Reviewer # 2 1 This study is based on secondary data using multilevel methods for the analysis of factors associated with the underweight of children. The data has been obtained from a big sample, and the response rate is high. The objectives are clear, the methodology is well described and in 
&17
3 Tables 2 and 3 show the levels used in the analysis: household, community and district, however, it is not clear to me if "district" is similar to division. The terminology used should be unified to facilitate the understanding of the results.
We would like to thank the reviewer to highlight the difference between division and district. The district is not similar to division. The division is sub divided into many small administrative districts. In total there are 36 districts in 9 divisions in Punjab Province in Pakistan.
6
4 The footnote does not correspond to the values that appear in the table 2.
Thanks a lot for highlighting the mistake. In the revised manuscript it has been corrected 14 5 The discussion should include some explanation to justify that "mother smoke" was not significantly associated with underweight, probably due to the small number of smoking mothers. In the same way, some paragraph should be included to explain the lack of relationship between prenatal / postnatal care and underweight.
Thank you very much for the valuable comments; We have included these sentences in our discussion part.
18
6 Minor point:
the meaning GDP should appear
The meaning of GDP is Gross Domestic Product also included in the manuscript.
4
Reviewer # 3 1 This is an interesting paper that evaluate factors associated with underweight children in Pakistan. The associations between several factors, measured at household and community level, with underweight prevalence were evaluated through a Thanks for the excellent thoughts on our submitted manuscript. We have tried and improved our manuscript in the light of valuable comments / feedback received from the reviewers.
